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Cape Fear Crossing

PROJECT COMMITMENTS

®m  Coastal Area Management Act (CAMA) areas of environmental concern determinations and
potential impacts will be established once the least environmentally damaging practicable
alternative (LEDPA)/preferred alternative is selected and coordination with the North Carolina
Division of Coastal Management has been completed.

B |mpacts to navigable waters in the form of bridge piers will be determined once the
LEDPA/preferred alternative is selected and bridge designs have been completed.

®  The preliminary traffic noise analysis conducted for the proposed project found between three and
eight locations (depending on the alternative) where noise barriers are likely. A more detailed
review will be completed during project final design to determine whether these or other noise
barriers are feasible and reasonable.

®  The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) will manage invasive plant species on
the Department’s right-of-way, as appropriate.

m  NCDOT will follow FHWA's policy as set forth in FHWA Order 5520, “Transportation System
Preparedness and Resilience to Climate Change and Extreme Weather Events” and guidance as set
forth in FHWA's publications “Highways in the River Environment-Floodplains, Extreme Events, Risk,
and Resilience” June 2016, (FHWA-HIF-16-018) and “Highways in Coastal Environments: Assessing
Extreme Events” October 2014, (FHWA-NHI-14-006) to minimize climate and extreme weather risks
and protect transportation infrastructure.
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SUMMARY

Federal Highway Administration

Administrative Action: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

The content of this DEIS conforms to the requirements of the Council on Environmental Quality
guidelines, which provide direction regarding implementation of the procedural provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental and Section 4(f) Documents (US Department of
Transportation [USDOT]/FHWA 1987).

NCDOT and FHWA are the lead agencies for the proposed project.

Contacts

The following individuals may be contacted for additional information regarding the DEIS:

Federal Highway Administration

John F. Sullivan, Ill, P.E.
Federal Highway Administration
310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410
Raleigh, NC 27601-1418
(919) 856-4346 ext. 122

North Carolina Department of Transportation

John Conforti, REM

Senior Project Manager

Project Management Unit

North Carolina Department of Transportation
1598 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1595

(919) 707-6015

Overview

The process of completing a DEIS helps FHWA, NCDOT, and regulatory agencies make an informed
decision on the selection of a preferred alternative. It assists them in developing alternatives that will
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meet the objectives of the project, analyzing the pros and cons of each alternative, and selecting a
preferred alternative. It is also a means of informing the public regarding how and why decisions were

made.

For this project, the first step in the DEIS process was developing a purpose and need statement
describing why the project is necessary and what objectives the project would meet or accomplish.
During this process, NCDOT considered and evaluated alternatives developed in previous planning
studies, as well as alternatives that were determined to be reasonable and met the purpose and need.
In addition, a No-Build Alternative was included in the analysis as a baseline to measure the other
alternatives against; the No-Build Alternative is considered a viable alternative throughout the DEIS
process. The focus of the DEIS is providing an in-depth analysis of potential impacts from the project.

Within the framework of the DEIS development, the selection of the preferred alternative is often a
complicated process. The preferred alternative must meet the purpose and need and comply with
federal and state laws and regulations. These include the Threatened and Endangered Species Act, Clean
Water Act, Clean Air Act, National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, Section 4(f) of the USDOT of 1966,
and various other federal, state, and local laws and regulations, which are referenced throughout this
document. Project decision makers, which include FHWA and NCDOT, also consider potential impacts to
the social, physical, and natural environments and input received from regulatory agencies and the
public.

The results of the alternatives analysis contained in this DEIS are being made available to regulatory
agencies and the public for comments and feedback. No decision will be made on a preferred alternative
until after the public hearing and comment period. All comments received will be considered in the
selection of the preferred alternative.

The following summary provides a synopsis of the more detailed information presented in the body of
the DEIS. At the end of this summary, Table S-1 presents a quantitative summary of the project impacts.

All technical studies for the project can be accessed via the project website at
www.ncdot.gov/projects/cape-fear-crossing .

Purpose and Need

What is the Cape Fear Crossing project?

The Cape Fear Crossing project is a transportation project that would extend for approximately 9.5 miles
from the vicinity of US 17 and 1-140 in Brunswick County to US 421 in southern New Hanover County.
The proposed project would involve either improving existing roads or constructing a new facility on
new location or a combination of the two.
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Why is the Cape Fear Crossing needed?

The Cape Fear Crossing is needed to improve traffic flow and enhance freight movements beginning in
the vicinity of US 17 and I-140 in Brunswick County, across the Cape Fear River to US 421 near the Port
of Wilmington in southern New Hanover County. Finally, the Cape Fear Crossing would help expedite an
evacuation of residents and visitors in the event of a hurricane or other emergency.

What is the history of the Cape Fear Crossing?

Previously known as both the “Southern Bridge” (City of Wilmington and NCDOT 1999) and the “Cape
Fear Skyway” (Wilmington Urban Area Metropolitan Planning Organization [WMPQ] 2005a), the project
has been included in a variety of Wilmington area plans and studies.

As the “Southern Bridge,” the project was originally proposed as a highway from Independence
Boulevard and US 421 travelling west, across the Cape Fear River, turning north on Eagle Island, and
terminating at an interchange with US 421 and US 74/76.

By 2005, the project was renamed the “Cape Fear Skyway,” and the 2030 Long Range Transportation
Plan (LRTP) proposed that the project shift to the south of Leland and Belville and terminate to the west
as an interchange with US 17/US 74/76 and 1-140 (WMPO 2005a). The WMPO listed the project as a
priority project at that time.

In 2010, the 2035 LRTP listed the project as an unfunded priority project and added a toll component to
help with funding (WMPO 2010).

By 2015, the 2040 LRTP lists the project as a partially funded priority project with a tolling component to
aid in funding (WMPO 2015a). The 2040 LRTP also notes that the project has been approved for the
North Carolina Turnpike Authority to develop, construct, operate, and maintain. The project is currently
funded for planning and environmental studies only as part of the 2018-2027 State Transportation
Improvement Program (NCDOT 2017a).

How will traffic operate if the project is not built?

If the project is not built and traffic increases as projected, travel times will increase and the level of
service (LOS) will decrease. The 2040 No-Build LOS on US 17 between West Gate Drive and US 74/76
ranges from LOS D to LOS F in the AM/PM peak hour. The 2040 No-Build LOS on the Cape Fear Memorial
Bridge ranges from LOS E to LOS F. Traffic volumes at the Cape Fear Memorial Bridge are anticipated to
increase by 60 percent by 2040 and travel times are projected to increase by 41 percent for the
morning, eastbound rush hour and by 58 percent for the afternoon, westbound rush hour. In the 2040
No-Build conditions, 66 intersections exhibited poor LOS of LOS E or F in at least one peak hour.

The Port of Wilmington projects that port volume will increase from 260,000 twenty-foot equivalent
units (TEUs, a measurement of capacity for container transportation) in 2013 to 421,000 TEUs by 2022.
A 2013 analysis found that approximately 50 percent of Port of Wilmington traffic was truck traffic.
Despite a separate, proposed project to widen South Front Street, congestion is still expected without
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the Cape Fear Crossing project. This congestion is projected to negatively impact the Port of
Wilmington’s ability to continue to capitalize on port traffic expansion.

Current hurricane evacuation times are 29 hours for Brunswick and New Hanover counties, well above
the statewide goal of 18 hours. Without the Cape Fear Crossing project, this evacuation time is expected
to reach 40 hours by 2040.

What are the existing safety problems along the corridor?

The crash analysis found the number of roadway segments that exceed the statewide and critical crash
rates, combined with the locations identified in the 2017 Highway Safety Improvement Program as
meeting one or more safety warrants, suggests there may be safety deficiencies in the study area. Of the
15 roadway segments evaluated in the study area, 9 exceeded the statewide average crash rate and 8
exceeded the critical crash rate (NCDOT 2018a).

Alternatives

What alternatives are being considered for the Cape Fear Crossing?

NEPA requires that a full range of reasonable alternatives be considered for this project. Five types of
alternatives were considered and were evaluated to determine whether they could meet the stated
purpose and need. The No-Build Alternative assumes that the study area would evolve as currently
planned without constructing the Cape Fear Crossing project. Transportation System Management
Alternatives would coordinate the individual elements of the transportation system to achieve the
maximum efficiency, productivity, and utility of the existing system while minimizing cost and
inconvenience to motorists. It could include improving signal timing and coordination, minor realigning
of intersections, and adding turning lanes. Travel Demand Management Alternatives would improve the
efficiency of the transportation system by reducing travel demand rather than increasing the capacity of
the roadway. Measures such as ridesharing, flexible work schedules, telecommuting, bicycling, and
walking are often used. Mass Transit Alternatives would provide high-capacity, energy-efficient
transportation through the use of bus or passenger rail facilities. Build alternatives would include
construction of transportation facilities to improve the traffic operations of the transportation system.
These could be located on existing roadway facilities or on new location.

What alternatives were examined and eliminated from further consideration?

The Transportation System Management, Travel Demand Management, and Mass Transit Alternatives
were determined to not be reasonable because they would not meet the purpose of and need for the
project. The No-Build Alternative must be carried forward under NEPA to allow for a basis of comparison
with the detailed study alternatives.

What alternatives were selected for detailed study?

Following the evaluation of the preliminary alternatives, 12 build alternatives were selected as study
alternatives. These alternatives include upgrades to existing facilities, alternatives on new location, and
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a combination of upgrades to existing facilities and new location. Alternatives proposed on existing
facilities included the option to be upgraded as an arterial widening or freeway. Following additional
coordination with the NEPA/Section 404 Merger Team in 2017, six of these alternatives were eliminated
in conjunction with this study. The current six detailed study alternatives include the following.

®  Alternative B: Begins at I-140, crosses US 17, travels between Brunswick Forest and Mallory Creek
developments, crosses Cape Fear River, and terminates at Shipyard Boulevard.

®  Alternatives M Avoidance and N Avoidance: Begins at I-140/US 17 interchange, avoids Snee
Farm/Stoney Creek developments, travels south of Brunswick Forest, crosses the Cape Fear River,
and terminates at either Independence Boulevard (Alternative M Avoidance) or Shipyard Boulevard
(Alternative N Avoidance).

®  Alternative Q: Begins at the 1-140/US 17 interchange, upgrades existing US 17 for approximately
2 miles, then continues on new location between the Brunswick Forest and Mallory Creek
developments.

®  Alternative T: Begins at the I-140/US 17 interchange, upgrades existing US 17 for approximately
2 miles, then continues on new location parallel to Wire Road and crosses the Cape Fear River to
Shipyard Boulevard.

= Alternative V-AW (Arterial Widening): Begins at the 1-140/US 17 interchange and includes
upgrading US 17 to the US 17/US 421 interchange, then travels south along Eagle Island on new
location, and crosses the Cape Fear River to terminate at US 421 and Shipyard Boulevard just north
of the Port of Wilmington.

How would traffic operate for each of the alternatives once the Cape Fear Crossing is
constructed?

The 2040 build conditions for all the detailed study alternatives show several improvements in the
overall LOS within the project study area. All alternatives were found to have a LOS D or better in the
2040 build conditions.

How much would each alternative cost?

The cost for each of the alternatives includes the cost to purchase the right—of-way for the roadway,
construct the roadway, and relocate utilities. The total cost for each alternative is as follows:

Alternative B: $995,110,000
Alternative M Avoidance: $906,640,000
Alternative N Avoidance: $961,470,000
Alternative Q: $867,680,000
Alternative T: $936,540,000
Alternative V-AW: $619,180,000
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Community Effects

How would the project impact community facilities and services?

Alternative V-AW is expected to impact Greenfield Lake Park, Legion Sports Complex, and Optimist Park.
Alternatives B, N Avoidance, and T are likely to impact E.P. Godwin Stadium. However, the direct impact
to these parks is expected to be minimal and may include the loss of open space and/or parking,
changes in access, or increased traffic noise.

Based on current designs, the Cape Fear Center for Inquiry would require relocation by Alternatives B,
N Avoidance, and T. The school is located within the proposed right-of-way of the exit ramps at the
proposed US 421 intersection in Wilmington.

Alternatives Q and M Avoidance would relocate two churches: Forward in Christ Freewill Holiness
Church and Good Samaritan Church; both are located on Bryan Road in Wilmington. Alternative V-AW
would relocate three churches: Church of St. Peter the Fisherman, New Life Christian Church, and The
Lord’s Church.

No daycare facilities, cemeteries, public housing units, post offices, or hospitals would be directly
affected by the proposed project.

The proposed project would likely have an overall positive effect on police, fire, and other safety
operations in the project study area due to increased mobility and reduced congestion on US 17, the
Cape Fear Memorial Bridge, and US 421.

Construction-related closures and detours may temporarily impact emergency response. Coordination
with the Town of Belville, the Town of Leland, and the City of Wilmington police and fire departments
will continue during construction to ensure minimal disruption of emergency services.

How would the project affect neighborhoods and community cohesion?

Surrounding the existing interchange at 1-140 and US 17, residential areas would be impacted by
Alternatives M Avoidance, N Avoidance, Q, T, and V-AW. Some interchange configurations at the
terminus of these alternatives would require the acquisition of residential areas. This would directly
impact community cohesion in the area. Other impacts to this area would include noise, changes in
access to US 17, and temporary construction impacts. Alternative B would impact residential areas along
Lanvale Road, within Brunswick Forest, along NC 133, and south of Shipyard Boulevard. Impacts to these
areas could include noise impacts, access changes, and in some instances, residential relocations.
Alternatives that terminate at US 117 (Shipyard Boulevard) and Independence Boulevard would displace
residences and impact several residential areas through increased noise and changes in access, some of
which contain low-income and minority populations and Section 4(f) resources.
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How would the project affect concentrations of low income or minority populations?

Impacts to populations identified as minority and/or low-income are anticipated with this project. The
benefits and burdens to low-income and minority populations in the project corridor will be determined
through future public involvement. Any identified moderate to severe impacts may then be assessed to
determine whether avoidance, minimization, or mitigation can be proposed. Data from the 2011-2015
American Community Survey indicate there are 19 blocks that exceed the threshold for minority
populations and/or low-income populations. These census blocks are generally located north of US 17
and NC 133, downtown Wilmington, south of US 76 to Shipyard Boulevard, and surrounding the area to
the south of the Port of Wilmington. Impacts to these communities would range from loss of access to
residential relocations.

Would the project be consistent with local and regional plans?

The Cape Fear Crossing project has been considered by local and regional plans since at least 1999 under
various names. The WMPO has listed the project as a priority in the last three LRTPs.

How would the project affect bicycle and pedestrian transportation?

Due to the nature of the project, all alternatives would negatively affect pedestrian and bicycle
transportation, especially within the City of Wilmington east of the Cape Fear River. Roads such as
Independence Boulevard or Shipyard Boulevard would be converted into freeways by Alternatives B,
M Avoidance, and N Avoidance and would lose current and future access by bicycles and pedestrians.
Alternatives Q, T, and V-AW would limit future bicycle and pedestrian connections along each
alternative’s respective freeway sections and may impact bicycle and pedestrian connectivity along
upgraded segments as well.

Would the project require relocating any houses, businesses, or cemeteries?

The project would require the relocation of houses and businesses under each detailed study
alternative. The number of homes and businesses that would be affected varies by alternative and
ranges from 26 residential relocations (Alternative Q) to 173 (Alternative T) and 45 business relocations
(Alternative Q) to 117 (Alternative B). Minimal impacts to the Greenlawn Memorial Park cemetery along
Shipyard Boulevard would be incurred by Alternatives B, N Avoidance, and T.

How would the existing business community be affected?

Existing businesses along existing US 17 may be affected as the detailed study alternatives divert traffic
away onto new routes. Some businesses may experience localized impacts due to right-of-way
acquisition and others may need to be relocated. Additionally, some businesses may be temporarily
affected during construction due to traffic delays or detours.
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Cultural Resource Effects

Would historic resources be affected?

The study area includes 10 historic resources that are either on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) or eligible for inclusion on the register. Based on consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Office, the historic resources are evaluated in accordance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act and the effects on the property are determined based on the magnitude of the
effect on the property. Three classifications are included in the evaluation: no effect, no adverse effect,
and adverse effect. Alternatives M Avoidance and Q would have no effect on any of the identified
historic resources. Alternatives B, N Avoidance, and T would have no effect on 7 of 10 identified historic
resources and each would have no adverse effect on the remaining identified historic resource (Hanover
Heights Historic District). Alternative V-AW would have no effect on 3 of 10 identified historic resources
and no adverse effect on 4 of 10 identified historic resources. Alternative V-AW would have an adverse
effect on the Wilmington Historic District, the Sunset Park Historic District, and the Jacob and Sarah
Horowitz House.

Would archaeological resources be affected?

Five previously recorded sites lie within one or more of the detailed study alternatives. These sites
include two in Brunswick County and three in New Hanover County. The two sites in Brunswick County
have been recommended as ineligible for the NRHP. Two sites in New Hanover County have not been
evaluated for NRHP eligibility and one site has been recommended ineligible for the NRHP.

Natural Environment Impacts

How would biotic resources be affected?

Biotic resources are the terrestrial and aquatic communities and wildlife within the study area. Fifteen
terrestrial communities were identified within the study area for the proposed project:
Maintained/Disturbed, Mesic Pine Flatwoods, Salt/Brackish Marsh, Pine Plantation, Wet Pine Flatwoods,
Pocosin, Cypress/Gum Swamp — Blackwater Subtype, Nonriverine Wet Hardwood Forest, Coastal Plain
Small Stream Swamp — Blackwater Subtype, Estuarine Woody Wetland, Cutover, Xeric Sandhill Scrub,
Coastal Plain Bottomland Hardwood — Blackwater Subtype, Nonriverine Swamp Forest, and Small
Depression Pocosin. Alternative M Avoidance would have the greatest impact to these communities and
Alternative V-AW would have the least. Fragmentation and loss of wildlife habitat would be an
unavoidable consequence of all the detailed study alternatives. Impacts to water resources in the
project study area may result from activities associated with the construction of any of the detailed
study alternatives. Temporary construction impacts due to erosion and sedimentation will be minimized
through implementation of a stringent erosion control schedule and the use of best management
practices. Long-term impacts to streams would be limited to stream reaches within the road facility
footprint only. Impacts to stream reaches adjacent to the facility footprint will be temporary and
localized during construction. Long-term impacts to adjacent reaches resulting from construction are
expected to be negligible.
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How would water quality be affected?

The project is not expected to have a substantial impact on ground or surface water quality. The project
is not expected to substantially impact aquifer recharge volumes.

What impacts would occur to waters under the jurisdiction of the US Army Corps of
Engineers?

The US Army Corps of Engineers has jurisdiction over wetlands and streams within the study area, and
any impacts to these resources will be mitigated. Alternative M Avoidance would have the most stream
impacts at 8,779 linear feet and Alternative T would have the least at 1,667 linear feet. Alternative V-AW
would have the greatest impact to wetlands and CAMA areas of environmental concern at 140 acres and
89 acres, while Alternative T would have the least at roughly 40 acres and 2 acres, respectively.

Would habitat used by threatened and endangered species be affected?

The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) identifies 14 federally protected species in Brunswick County
and 15 federally protected species in New Hanover County as of April 25, 2018 (Brunswick County) and
June 27, 2018 (New Hanover County). The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Division of
National Marine Fisheries identifies two federally protected species with habitat in the project study
area. Of the 18 individual protected species between both counties, 10 received the biological
conclusion of “No Effect.” One species, the American Alligator, was listed as protected due to its
similarity in appearance with another protected species that was not listed for either county and no
biological conclusion is required. Of the remaining seven species, all (except for Northern long-eared
bat) received the biological conclusion of “May Affect — Not Likely to Adversely Affect.” The Northern
long-eared bat received the biological conclusion of “May Affect — Likely to Adversely Affect,” although
certain impacts may be allowable under a programmatic biological opinion from USFWS and affecting all
NCDOT projects with a federal nexus.

Physical Environment Impacts

How would traffic noise levels change?

To identify noise-sensitive receptors potentially affected by noise, predicted noise levels for the detailed
study alternatives in 2040 were calculated and compared to the existing noise levels and the noise levels
predicted in 2040. The term “affected” is defined as the noise-sensitive receptors that are predicted to
experience noise levels that approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) or that
substantially exceed existing noise levels with the detailed study alternatives. The following include the
number of receptors that are predicted to experience traffic noise levels that approach or exceed the
NAC or that substantially exceed existing noise levels.

®m  Alternative B - 526 receptors
®  Alternative MA - 390 receptors
®  Alternative NA - 396 receptors
®m  Alternative Q - 433 receptors
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®m  Alternative T - 453 receptors
®  Alternative V-AW - 276 receptors

Would the project include noise abatement?

Because noise levels at locations along the study corridor were determined to approach

or exceed the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) or substantially exceed existing noise levels,

the feasibility and reasonableness of noise abatement measures was evaluated. A traffic noise
evaluation was performed that identified between three and eight locations (depending on the
alternative) where noise barriers preliminarily meet feasibility and reasonableness criteria found in the
NCDOT Traffic Noise Policy.

How would the project affect air quality?

All areas within North Carolina are designated as attainment, non-attainment, or unclassifiable with
respect to each of the six criteria pollutants under the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
Brunswick and New Hanover Counties are in attainment with the NAAQS. The proposed project would
not have a negative effect on air quality of this attainment area.

How would the visual quality be changed?

Temporary visual impacts would affect properties adjacent to areas where construction, staging, and
stockpiling operations occur. Upon project completion, the contractor would be required to remove all
equipment and excess materials and reseed any disturbed areas. Visual quality would be enhanced or
improved for those using the highway and degraded for those viewing the highway from surrounding
communities. The proposed project would provide motorists opportunities for scenic views across
agricultural fields, the Cape Fear River, and forested areas, which would be a positive effect. Additional
lighting near the transportation nodes where there are interchanges could be noticeable in rural areas
where it is currently absent.

How would the project affect hazardous material sites?

Based on preliminary evaluations of hazardous materials within the study area, 40 hazardous waste
sites were located within the study area, including sites that may contain petroleum underground
storage tanks (31 sites), petroleum storage facilities (3 sites), automotive repair facilities (3 sites), dry
cleaning facilities (2 sites), and hazardous waste sites (1 site). Alternative Q had the fewest affected sites
at zero and Alternative V-AW had the most affected sites at 25, including 1 site with an anticipated high
severity.

How would the project affect floodplains?

Due to the linear nature of the project and the existing roadway configurations, no practicable
alternative exists that would completely avoid impacts to floodplains and floodways. Impacts to
floodplains and floodways will be minimized to the greatest extent possible. Alternative B would have
the lowest impact on 100-year floodplains, while Alternative V-AW would have the highest impact.
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How would the project affect traffic during construction?

Detours and road closures may be required in locations where the proposed project utilizes or crosses
existing roadways. Maintenance of traffic and construction sequencing will be planned and scheduled to
minimize traffic delays within the project limits. Temporary lane closures and detours may be required
at times during construction. A traffic control plan will be prepared during the final design phase of the
project, which will detail impacts to existing traffic patterns and road closures or realignments.

Indirect and Cumulative Effects

What indirect and cumulative effects could be expected within the study area as a result of
the project?

This proposed project is expected to contribute to indirect and cumulative effects of future land use
changes within the future land use study area. Travel time savings to varying degrees depending on
alternative are also expected. Depending on the alternative, it would also change property access and
create new land use and transportation nodes to varying degrees. Indirect impacts are anticipated for
historic and cultural resources, public parks and recreation lands, voluntary agricultural districts,
protected lands, environmental justice populations, primary fishery nursery areas, prime and unique
farmland soils, and targeted local watersheds. Cumulative effects are expected for protected lands,
environmental justice populations, prime and unique farmland soils, and water quality resources.

What cumulative effects could be expected along the entire Cape Fear Crossing corridor as a
result of the proposed projects in the region?

In addition to the cumulative effects on the study area, the cumulative effects on the overall region
were analyzed to determine the effects of the planned improvements in the region. The study
concluded that on a regional basis the proposed Cape Fear Crossing would contribute to indirect and
cumulative effects in the region.

Required Permits and Actions

What permits would be required for the Cape Fear Crossing project?

The project is anticipated to require the following permits:

®  North Carolina Division of Water Resources: Section 401 Certification and Stormwater Certification

®  US Army Corps of Engineers: Section 404 Permit and Section 10 Permit

®  North Carolina Division of Coastal Management: CAMA Permit

®m  US Coast Guard: Section 9 Permit

®m  USFWS: Section 404 and Section 10 Permit Review and Section 7 Consultation for shortnose
sturgeon, Atlantic sturgeon, loggerhead sea turtle, wood stork, red-cockaded woodpecker, and West
Indian manatee
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What are the unresolved issues for the Cape Fear Crossing project?

Several issues are not yet resolved and will be developed further as the project development process
continues. The unresolved items include additional coordination, investigation, and documentation
relating to historic resources; additional hazardous material investigations; coordination on threatened
and endangered species; coordination with permitting and regulatory agencies; and additional
coordination and evaluation of impacts to affected environmental justice populations. Once a preferred
alternative is identified, additional coordination will take place regarding historic resources, hazardous
material investigations, and environmental justice populations to further investigate ways to avoid,
minimize, and mitigate impacts. This coordination will be ongoing and continue throughout the
development of the project and into final design. Coordination will continue with permitting and
regulatory agencies, and issues will be resolved prior to authorization of construction.

Section 4(f)

Would resources that are protected by Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act
0of 1966 be used?

Section 4(f) provides protection to historic properties, public parks, and recreation areas. Alternative
V-AW right-of-way would impact three public parks and five historic properties considered a Section
4(f)”"use.” Alternatives B, N Avoidance, and T may temporarily impact one park due to easements along
Shipyard Boulevard and one historic property. De minimis impacts are impacts that would not result in
an “adverse effect” on the protected resource. For the proposed project, the following protected
properties are anticipated to be considered de minimis impacts: Sunset Park School — Alternative V-AW;
Hanover Heights Historic District — Alternatives B, T, and N Avoidance; and Wilmington National Guard
Armory — Alternative V-AW. Alternative M Avoidance and Q would not have a Section 4(f) use.

How do impacts to resources protected by Section 4(f) affect the selection of the preferred
alternative?

Section 4(f) requires that FHWA and other DOT agencies cannot approve the use of land from publicly
owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, or public and private historical sites
unless the following conditions apply:

B The Administration determines that the use of the property will have a de minimis impact.
OR

®m  There is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to the use of land, and the action includes all
possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use.

Public and Agency Involvement

What are the opportunities for public involvement in the Cape Fear Crossing project?

There have been numerous opportunities for public involvement over the past decade that have
provided important insight into the study area and the potential alternatives for the project. Two citizen
informational workshops (CIW) were held in April 2006 and March 2011 to present information, answer
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questions, and receive comments regarding the project. Each CIW consisted of two meetings, one in
Brunswick County and one in New Hanover County.

Two small group meetings have been held. The first was held with representatives of the Snee Farm,
Stoney Creek, and Planters Walk communities on June 26, 2006. Community leaders provided
background information about the neighborhoods. The second small group meeting was held with
representatives of the National Gypsum Company, Inc. on March 24, 2011, in Wilmington. Company
representatives discussed plant operations, financials, and status. They provided positive feedback on
the proposed project.

Newsletter No. 1 was mailed to the project mailing list in March 2011 to inform citizens of the upcoming
CIWs held in Brunswick and New Hanover counties.

Newsletter No. 2 was mailed to the project mailing list in April 2014 to inform citizens of the detailed
study alternatives.

Newsletter No. 3 was mailed in December 2018 to property owners within the project area to notify
them of the elimination of six alternatives from further consideration, as well as a status update.

A public hearing will be held following the publication of this document, and the public is strongly
encouraged to attend, ask questions, and provide comments on the detailed study alternatives
presented.

How do I provide comments on the Cape Fear Crossing project?

Comments can be provided as either written or oral comments. Oral comments will be taken at the
public hearing and through the project hotline. Written comments can be made in one of three ways: by
e-mail to capefear@ncdot.gov, through the web site at www.ncdot.gov/projects/cape-fear-crossing, or
through the mail to:

Jamille Robbins

Public Involvement, Community Studies & Visualization Group Leader
North Carolina Department of Transportation

1598 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1598

What comments and concerns have been expressed by the public during previous public
involvement efforts?

The major comments and concerns previously expressed by the public include the following:
®m  General support for the project.
B The project was not progressing to construction quickly enough.

®  QOpposition was from citizens who personally owned property close to the corridor presented in the
2003 feasibility study for the project. Most of these comments were received from those who live
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near the eastern and western termini, and expressed concerns related to relocations, property
values, traffic impacts on local streets, noise, and air pollution.

®m  Reassurance that there would be additional opportunities for public input prior to final decisions
being made.

®  Completion of other projects such as I-140 (Wilmington Bypass between US 74/76 and US 17) and
US 17 widening between US 74/76 and the Cape Fear Memorial Bridge.

®m  Cost of the project and the amount of tolls.

®  QOpposition to the project in general.

®m  Support for the project due to congestion in area.

B |mpacts to human environment — most notably around neighborhoods such as Brunswick Forest,
Mallory Creek, Snee Farm, and Stoney Creek.

®m  QOpposition to the project yet favors upgrading existing roads such as US 17.

What comments and concerns have been expressed by the environmental resource and
regulatory agencies?

Coordination with environmental resource and regulatory agencies has occurred throughout the project
development process. Currently, no major comments and concerns have been raised by the agencies.

Next Steps

When will a preferred alternative be selected and how will the decision be made?

Following the publication of this DEIS, NCDOT will conduct a public hearing and collect comments from
the public and regulatory agencies. At the end of the comment period, NCDOT will hold an internal
meeting to review the comments and determine whether any additional studies need to be completed.
Following the evaluation, FHWA and NCDOT will meet with the Merger Team to recommend a preferred
alternative based upon an analysis of the alternatives from technical studies and the DEIS, coordination
with environmental and regulatory resource agencies, and public input. The Merger Team then concurs
on whether or not the preferred alternative for the project should be identified as least environmentally
damaging practicable alternative.

Will there be more information provided on the preferred alternative once it is identified?

Once a preferred alternative is identified for the project, any additional studies required for the project
would be completed and a Final Environmental Impact Statement disclosing the impacts for the
preferred alternative will be developed and presented to the public and agencies for comment.

When will construction on the Cape Fear Crossing begin?

NCDOT’s 2018-2027 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) shows construction for the
project as unfunded; however, once a preferred alternative is identified, the project will be reevaluated
for its ability to be funded in the next STIP. The designs of the preferred alternative will also be refined
based upon updated traffic analyses and other various technical studies. Once funding for construction
is secured, it will take an estimated five years to complete the project.
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Quantitative Summary of Project Impacts
A summary of the impacts for the alternatives is presented in Table S-1.

Table S-1: Alternative Comparison Matrix

— 1 > I~ 1 -1

Project Features

Resource

Length of Corridor (miles) 11.1 12.3 12.2 11.5 114 11.8
Construction Cost (millions 743 808 770 776 719 508
$)

ROW Cost (millions S) 248 96 190 90 216 107
Number of Interchanges 5 4 4 4 4 6
Numt.)er of Railroad ) 1 ) 1 ) )
Crossings

Number of Major Power 5 1 1 ) ) 4

Easement Crossings

Socioeconomic Features

Parks 1 0 1 0 1 3
Churches 3 4 4 3 3 3
Cemeteries 1 0 1 0 1 0
Schools 1 0 1 0 1 0
Fire Stations 0 1 0 1 0 0
Business Relocations 117 43 86 45 88 98
Residential Relocations 149 48 148 26 173 168
Total Relocations 266 91 234 71 261 266
Minority and/or Low-
Income Populations Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Present

Physical Environment
Potential Noise Impacts 526 390 396 433 453 276
Farmland soils (acres)b 454.0 553.5 469.6 416.8 346.5 151.6
Hazardous Materials Sites:
High severity (#) 3 1 3 0 3 1
Hazardous Materials Sites: 3 5 4 0 3 24

Low severity (#)
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Table S-1: Alternative Comparison Matrix

Alternatives
s ] wma ] w ] a

Resource

Floodplains — 100-year

@ 14.3 35.7 34.0 31.7 28.8 214.4
(acres)
Floodplains = 500-year 5.5 7.3 6.6 5.6 8.2 15.1
(acres)
Floodway 2.8 2.1 2.1 2.6 2.6 0.4
Preservation Areas (acres) 29.5 31.0 30.5 21.9 21.4 139.8

Cultural Resources and 4(f)/6(f)
Archaeological Probability® 250.7 481.1 370.3 380.8 273.0 318.0
Historic Properties —
Section 106 adverse effect 0 0 0 0 0 3
Section 4(f) Anticipated 0 0 0 0 0 3
Use
Section 4(f) Anticipated
De Minimis Use 1 0 1 0 1 >
Section 6(f) Properties 0 0 0 0 0 2
Impacted
Natural Environment

Biotic Resources (acres)
Coastal Plain Bottomland
Hardwood - Blackwater 1.1 14 0.3 2.4 1.3 1.1
Subtype
Coastal Plain Small Stream
Swamp - Blackwater 6.7 17.0 10.1 8.8 0.5 6.8
Subtype
Cutover 9.5 13.7 13.7 8.3 0.6 0.6
Cypress/Gum Swamp - 12.1 21.7 21.7 12.1 6.5 0.0
Blackwater Subtype
Estuarine Woody Wetland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 35.6
Maintained/Disturbed 210.3 282.3 272.6 226.9 230.0 281.0
Mesic Pine Flatwoods 102.5 239.1 200.3 145.9 111.0 39.4
Nonriverine Swamp Forest 0.1 2.2 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nonriverine Wet
Hardwood Forest 11.8 5.7 5.6 8.6 13.5 21.9
Pine Plantation 145.8 47.5 41.0 101.4 87.9 0.7
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Table S-1: Alternative Comparison Matrix

Alternatives
s ] wma ] w ] a
1.6 6.2 6.4 0.6

Resource

Pocosin 49.1 1.6

Salt/Brackish Marsh 64.9 67.8 70.1 63.7 64.9 79.6
Small Depression Pocosin 0.1 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.0
Wet Pine Flatwoods 41.6 43.6 423 20.9 17.8 6.5
Xeric Sandhill Scrub 0.2 8.7 0.2 8.7 0.3 1.5
TOTAL 655.8 752.8 682.0 614.0 540.8 475.2
Forested Land (acres) 371 380 325 306 245 113
Stream Crossings (#) 8 22 17 14 8 11
Streams (linear feet)® 2,528 8,779 5,806 4,962 1,667 2,075
(S:crrfzg)i Waters/Ponds <0.1 0.0 0.0 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Wetlands (acres)® 98.5 64.2 58.8 45.7 39.7 140.2
CAMA Wetlands (acres)® 1.8 2.3 2.3 1.8 1.8 89.1
A IIRIAATES Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Species Habitat Present

® Impacts calculated using slope stake limits plus a 40-foot buffer.

® Farmland soil impacts include prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of unique importance, and prime
farmland if drained.
¢ Impacts calculated using the 1,000-foot corridor limits.
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